
NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION 

The U. S. Department of Energy, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region 
10, and the State of Idaho have completed a review of the referenced 
information for CFA-23 hazardous site, as it pertains to the INEL 
Federal Facility Agreement of Mav 23, 1991 Based on this review, the 
Parties have determined that no further action for'purposes of investigation 
or study is justified. This decision is subject to review at the time of 
issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Brief Summary of the basis for no further action: 

All three (3) Remedial Project Managers (RPMs) concurred that, based on 
sampling data available, historical information presented, and the extremely 
improbable potential for amounts of hazardous substances to have been released 
which would cause groundwater contamination , no further action should be 
pursued at CFA-23. - 
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DECISION DOCUMENTATION COVER SHEET 

PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

TRACK 1 SITES: FIITnA.1 c m gusunmCr ruR ASSESSING 
LOW PROBABILITY HAZARO SITES 

AT THE INEL 

SITE DESCRIPTION: SITE OF UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK CFA 641-1 

SITE ID: ". r. ‘." l-Cd-71 OPERABLE UNIT: 4-03 

,~ASTE AREA GROUP: 4 

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: 
:OCA site CFA-23 was the location of a 55 gallon steel underground storage 
tank (UST) designated CFA 641-1. The tank was installed in 1949 
immediately adjacent to CFA-641, the potable water pumphouse, and 
:ontained diesel fuel used for heating purposes. in i475 the tank i+zS 
abandoned. 

'allowing Tank Management Program (TMP) removal procedures for USTs, the 
b--b I.,== nvhomd &.t&er ]99o1 ial,R 1.u.z ~nII”III~” The tank excavation site and excavated 
soils were tested on site with a photoionization detector. The highest 
peading obtained was 17.9 ppm, well below the field screening action level 
If 50 ppm. Although there was no apparent evidence of leakage, soil 
samples were taken by Environmental Technology as outlined by the removal 
lrocedures. Biased sampies were coiiected along the keel iine and at 
joints along the outer edge of the tank. After the tank was removed the 
Iit was backfilled with clean soil and leveled. 

_YY"I v*u,, .a"..aJ'-- =hnr=+nrv an=lvcnc of the rnii samoles confirmed the field screening - --.~r 
results. Analysis of detected benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene 
(BTEX) yielded a maximum 9 ppm. Analysis of total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPH) yielded a maximum of 100 ppm. Action levels for BTEX and TPH for 
the TMP are 80 ppm and 800 ppm. 

30th field screening results and laboratory analyses support the 
:onclusion that this site does not represent a hazard at unacceptable 
levels of risk. Comments from a February 1991 site visit indicate the 
site is ciean and level. and the COCA CFA-23 sign is posted as required. ._._., 





DECISION RECOMMENDATION 

II. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK: 
The level of reliability of the information collected is high, and the 
qualitative assessment of risk is low. The data were collected and 
confirmed following documented procedures and no conflicting information 
is apparent. Plotting these appraisals on the Qua: itat~ive Risk 2nd 
Reliability Evaluation Table yields intersection in the "no action" 
portion of the chart. 

III. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR: 
If no further action is taken and undetected hazardous constituents exist 
at the site, there may be the potential for migration via the groundwater 
pathway resulting in higher risk than anticipated. In the worst case, if --.. :-..- ,.^,,,- the tank had contained its md;i~m~m VU~U~~~~ (55 gallons) when it was 
abandoned in 1975 and 30 gallons were pumped out of the tank in 1990, then 
at most 25 gallons of fuel could have been released to the environment 
over the last 15 years. The calculated volume of contaminated soil for a 
25 gallon diesel fuel spill is 2.16 cubic yards. The potential for 
ingestion does not exist since the tank has been removed and the site 
backfilled with clean soil. 

Further remediation on a clean site would result in a low return in 
envtronmentai benefit from a high 111V53L111G11ti :-t."r+mmn+ ifi cleap, $1" c,vn~n,iit,,re.z "), -,\r _..-. "_, --. 

I IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS: 
No other decision drivers are apparent for this site. 

I RECOMMENDED 
Site CFA-23 sl 

ACTION: 
iould be reclassified to "no action" status and removed from 

-----^-^-c the universe of solid waste mdndyem~n~ units. Analyti Cal resu! ts from I 
representative samples confirm that the site presents no hazard above 
acceptable levels of risk. Adequate remediation was performed during the 
tank removal process, and the site appears clean and level, Further 
action on this site would require expenditure of funds that could be 
dedicated to remediation elsewhere with a higher return in environmental 
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I PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEiET 
SITE IID CFA-23 - 

I 

I. 
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CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 
SITE III CFA-23 
PROCESS (WI) Jnderqround Storaqe Tank _ WASTE WI 2) Diesel Fuel 

--- 
Cd I 

~7 

co1 5 cc0 6 co1 7 Cd 8 co1 9 
mat k"own.lpte"tial hm.I)ZdO"S aubstanc- Porential B~urces asaociiated With K"OW",~StilO~t~d Risk b.¶Swd puallitati"e Overall 
ss,consrituents are aasooia.red with this waste this h.Z.P3O"S material c0ncentrati.m Eoncentmtio" risk ass- reliabil*t> 
c.I process:? Of halardoua WlW e881Pa"t (Hi/Ned,lo) 

S"bSta"CeS, 
CO"*tit"~tltS" 

("i,'nsd/Lo) 

----I 
Benzene Contaminated ND,DL=5 2.1lE-3 Low Hi 

Ethyl benzene Contaminiated soil ND,DL=5 3.61El Low Hi 

Toluene Contaminated soil %pm 2.lEl Low Hi 

P-xylene Contaminated soil ND,DL=lO 5.30E3 Low Hi 

M-xylene Contaminated soil ND,DL=lO 3.87E3 Low Hi 

0-xylene Contaminated soil ND,DL=llD 3.23E4 Low Hi 

TPHb Contaminated soili 100ppm __ Low Hi 

a. ND = not detected, 
DL = detection lim it in ppm 

b. Total petroleum hydrocarbons were laboratory anallyzed, but due to the intricacies ge,nerated by site 
specific consideraticlns, a risk based concentration was nat calculated. Since 100 ppm were detected and 
the action level is BOO ppm, the effort; required to determine a risk based concentration was lnot 
warranted. 





Summary of Contaminant-Specific Parameters for CFA 641-1 

Parameter 

ioxicity Measures 

RfD",,, 

RfD'c.r.l 
Slope Facto?,,, 

Slope Facto? J 

lther 

Kd (cn?/g) 

Henry's Constant 
(atm-m'/mol) 

Diffusion Coefficient 
(cm'/sec) 

Half-Life (yr) 

2.9E-2 ND 

2.9E-2 ND 

0.25 

5.59E-3 

0.08195 
@ 10°C 

ND 

t : 
Expressed as mg/kg/d 
Expressed as (mg/kg/d)-' 

NA = Not Applicable 
ND = Not Determined (no published toxicity value) 



Summary Table of Risk-Based Soil Screelning Concentrations* for CFA 641-l 

- 
Scenario - 

Occupational Residential 
Exposure 

- 

Pathway Contaminant Soil Soil Soil Soil 
Concentration Concentration IConcentration Concentration 
at lE-06 Risk at HD =E 1 (at lE-06 Risk 

(mg/k!ti 
at HD = 1 

(mg/kg) (mg/kg:) (WW - 
soil Ingestion Benzene 31.97E2 __ 221El -- - 

Ethylbenzene .-- 2.00E5 _ 2.70E4 - 
Toluene ..- 4,.00E5 - . 5.40E4 - 

Fugitive Benzene !j.62E5 __ 
Dust 

3.42E5 -- 

Inhalation - 
Ethylbenzene '-- -- _ ,_ __ 

- 
Toluene _,_ - ,_ -_ 

- 
Volatile Benzene 2.81E3 _,- 1.87E3 

Inhalation 
__ 

- 
Ethylbenzene -- _._ -- - _, - 
Toluene -- .._ __ _ _. 

Groundwater Benzene !NA NA ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _, - 

Ingestion 

Ethylbenzene NA NA _- 
">;"~'~'~. ~ii'ij~~~~~~~~~~~ 

;&$ ..,. ,@~~~.::~..:::>: :.:.:.)_/_ r! ", . . ../............ j ..,. 

Toluene NA NA -- 

*credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soill concentrations. 



Summary Table alf Risk-Based Soil Screening Concentrations* for CFA'64:L-1 (cont'd) 

Exposure 
Pathway Contaminant 

Inhalation 
Dust I ---L --L I - 

Soil 
Concentration 

at HQ = 1 
hWil 

5.40E5 - 
2.40E5 

-- 

8.62E8 

1 NA 11 p-xylene 1 NA 1 ,_- 
I- - * No credit for chemicdegradiation was taken. 

NA = Not Applicalble. 
-- = CaLlculation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 







I Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

I 

Block 1 Answer: 

Site CFA-23 was the location of a 55 gallon steel underground storage tank 
designated CFA 641-1. The tank was immediately adjacent to the west side 
of building CFA-641, the potable water pumphouse. CFA 641-1 was installed 
in 1949 to store fuel used for heating the pumphouse, and was active until 
abandoned in 1975. The potential wastes associated with this site were 
the diesel fuel pumped from the tank, the tank and associated piping, and 
any soil that may have been conta,,,,,,oUL.U .."m ,--..-,- min.+nr( Cm loalfaf7o or cnillane~ -r...-J-. 

The CFA-23 Initial Assessment describes this tank as a 500 gallon tank. 
This is an error. TMP records indicate the size of the tank was 55 
gallons. The capacity was confirmed when the tank was exhumed. 

Incidental to the tank removal was the discovery of an abandoned 
electrical line. The conduit and wire were removed from the excavation. 

Block 2 
How reliable is/are the information source/s? 0 High Med Low (circle one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

I 
Information was obtained from the tank management program. 

I.lrmn.,".rl,T.l Block 3 Has this ~orunmn~luw been confirmed @ No jcircie Cfie] 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The tank was later removed in October 1990, confirming its existence, 
,-A..*:-- ,"L.aL,"l,, and size. I 

B~L 4 SOURCES 0~ INFORMATION: [check appropriate bodes .3 number the SOUPC~S) 





Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 

Bloc* 1 Answer: 
CFA 641-1 was installed in 1949 and was active until abandoned in 1975. 
On 
I44 

ctober 9, 1990, 30 gallons of fuel were removed from the tank by 
Oil for fuel recovery. The tank was exhumed on October 16, 1990 and 

&%-to Pacific Steel in Idaho Falls for scrap. The disposition of the 
associated piping was not specifically addressed in tank removal 
documentation, but photographs clearly indicate that the fill and vent 
pipes were removed from the excavation. The fuel line consisted of two 
smaii pieces of copper tubing. i,.-+,*L.n ir +k ConJ=Lbut r; Ia .,,e OIIIuI I cm.11 amount of pipe 
concerned was disposed in a bulk shipment of hiscellaneous scrap. Since 
there was no soil contamination detected above field screening levels (50 
ppm), no soil was removed or disposed. 

The materials from the abandoned electrical line were also disposed. The 
wire, since it had a lead coating, was shipped off site for hazardous 
waste disposal. The concrete conduit was sent to the bulky waste 
landfill. 

Block 2 
How reliable is/are the information source/s. 7 @ Med Low (circle one1 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 
Information was obtained from the Tank Removal Summary which is supported 
by iogsheets, .n,,.r+:r>, ,-I.+. disposition forms, c%,,~IJ*'c*l Y"".., 2nd removal nrncmilwes r' -----. 
for USTs. The job site supervisor corroborated the information concerning 
the piping. 

The orocedure for removal and disposition of the abandoned electrical line 
was discussed in an interoffice memo which is included in the project 
file. Confirmation of the ultimate fate of the lead coated wire was 
obtained from the job site supervisor. 

B1Xk 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.. 

@ No (cix~e one, 

The Tank Removal Summary was reviewed by Environmental Technology Unit 
personnel. 





Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of 
migration? If so, what is it? 

Block I Answer: 

There is no evidence of migration. 

llcck 2 
+ow reliable is/are the information source/s? High Med Low Ccirsle one, 
EXPLAI#N THE REASONING BEHIND T.HIS EV.ALU.ATION: 

Uot applicable. 

Has this IRTUK~~~~UW been confirmed? v.lrP.n.#"Tln.l llocX 3 Yes Ho (-&.--- -..~, ,_1__ 1^ __^$ 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

lot applicable. 

3kk 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION: (check appropriate box/es & number the SWC~S] 

HO available inLOrmattQll [ ] ?.nalytioal *ate 1 1 
Anecdotal [ 1 oosvnentation about dara i j 
Bin+orical proce** data [ ] 015po8.1 ata 
curron+ process *ata pa. data. Ii 
hL*al pbctographa 11 Safmty analysis report [ I 
mgineezing dravings [ ] D&D rspoet 
“mumal OEEUrrenCe Reporr[ I Initial *ssesam*r.t II 
sv aocum8”tS Well aata i 1 
Facility SOPa 11 Cc.“.trUEtio. Data L 1 
OTHER L 1 





I Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, 
list the sources and describe the evidence. 

I 

Blw2k 1 Answer: 
There is no evidence that a source exists at this site. The tank has been 
removed and there is no evidence of residual soil contamination above the 
conservative TMP field action levels. 

The CFA-23 Initial Assessment reports no evidence of leakage at this site, 
but lists the presence of 2.5 cubic yards (about 500 gallons) of liquid 
waste. It is unclear if this is an estimated amount of fuel remaining in 
the tank, . an estiiiiate of a y~al4r1*j Irlr=GCU uv *IIc dvn., r*l-"+:+t rnlo3re4 +n Ch.3 cni, or pmthinn "I'.- ".. .'a 
else. The 55 gallon tank was emptied of 30 gallons of remaining fuel in 
October 1990. There is no record of a leak or spill, and the site did not 
exhibit any physical evidence of contamination above action levels when 
the tank was exhumed. These considerations support the conclusion that 
there is no source. 

In regard to the abandoned electrical line, no source exists since the 
electrical wire was encased in a concrete conduit. Both wire and conduit 
were removed an" Y,+.'VaLU. A .-!irn.TrnA 

Block 2 
How reliable is/are the information source/s? Hi @ Med Low (cirsle one, 

---^^..-.I- EXPiAiN THE ncn~un+nu SEHiND THIS EVALUATION. 
Logsheets written during the tank removal process journalize actual 
removal activities. The information from the initial assessment is 
questionable since it is unclear. 

I ~~~~~ 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? (vey' No (EL-CL. one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
The logbook for the tank removal was recorded and reviewed by TMP 
personnel. 





Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is 
the expected minimum size of's significant hot spot? 

Block I Answer: 
There is no expected pattern for potential contamination since there was 
no evidence of leakage or overspill when the tank was removed. Had there 
been a release, a hot spot around the release'point would be expected. 

Block I .f--T Med 
How reliable is/are the information source/s?v LOW (circle one, 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 
The field sampling data clearly indicate there was no contamination 
detected above action levels; therefore no contamination pattern can be 
expected. 

B~L 3 Has this IriWtmAIlun oeen confirmed? &as/' 
_.._^_... __I.. * 

ho icircie onei 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
Field samples were confirmed by laboratory analysis. 

BIDCKb SOUI~CES OF INFORMATION: (check appropriate box/es & number the source/s) 





the length, width, and depth of the contaminated 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? 

Tf this is an estimated volume; explain carefully how the I 
estimate was derived. I 

Block 1 Answer: 
There is no contaminated region to estimate since Ii0 COiitZlii?atiOli above 
action levels was detected. 

If there had been a fuel oil spill or leak, the size of the contaminated 
reoion would be estimated. Suooose the 55 gallon tank was full when 
&ndoned, 30 gallons were later removed, and therefore 25 gallons had 
been released to the soil. The resulting volume of contaminated soil 
would be approximately 2.16 cubic yards. 

Black 2 
m Med How reliable is/are the information source/s?cG-Jgh Low (circle ona, 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 
Results from collected samples indicate any contamination present is below 
the TMP action ievei. 

~1-k 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? o$ No (circle one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
Lab results confirm the field screening data. 
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ESTIMATION OF VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOIL 
FROM A FUEL OIL SPILL 

A. S. ROOD 

AUGUST 7, 1991 

_ - - - -. . 
t'KUtlLtM: 

*, What is tne volume of contaminated soil liillti~00 WVU~U ,s4uIti l.irl. W"ll7rl ..nr,,7+ from & 

surface fuel oil spill? 

. 25 GALLON DIESEL FUEL SPILL 

. SC-J:: :OROSITy = 0.35 (p) (Case o+ 21 nn A-62) _" -.., rz 

. THE RESIDUAL SATURATION CAPACITY (RS) = 0.15 

T&.,9 ..nr:,4,,3, c¶+Ilra+;nn for fuel oils is approximately 33% of the water 1115 8 S.sI”“.aII >YIYI e1.A1. 

holding capacity of the soil. Dragun (1988) reports maximum RS values 

for different fuel oils. 

Table 1. Residual Saturation (RS) values for different fuels. 

Fuel RS 

light oil and gasoline 0.10 
diesel and light fuel oil 0.15 
lube and heavy fuel oil 0.20 

The volume of soil contaminated by a spill is given by (Dragun, 1988) 
0.2 x v,, 

v, = (1) 
P x (RS) 

where V, = Volume of contaminated soil at residual saturation (yd3). 
. . 
"HC = volume of dischai-ge: hydrocarbon: (barre!s, 1 barrel = 44 gal) 

P = soil porosity 

RS = residual saturation 



The volume contaminated by the spill is then 

v, = 
0.2 x 25 gal/[44 gal/barrel] 

= 2.16 yd3 
0.35 x 0.15 

References: 

Case, M. J., Maheras, S. J. et al., Radioactive Waste Manaoement Comolex 
Performance Assessment. 
Page A-62 

EG&G Idaho Informal Report, EGG-WM-8773, June, 1990, 

Dragun, James, Soil Chemistrv of Hazardous Materials. Hazardous Materials 
Control Research Institute, Chapter 2, 1988. 



I Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous 
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

I I 

The estimated quantity of hazardous substance/constituent at this site is 
near zero since detected contamination was well below action levels. 

I 
Block 2 
How reliable is/are the information source/s? 

L? 
High Med Low (circle 0"eJ 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVAL ON. 

I 
TMP data and historical records indicate the size of the tank. Excavation 
confirmed the size of the tank and the condition of the site. 

I - 
~~~~~ 1 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed No (circle one, 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION: (check the appropriate bodes & number the source/r) 

I 
I 
I 





Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent i 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe th 
evidence. 

BIOCk 1 Answer: 
No evidence exists that this hazardous substance/constituent is present a 
levels that require action at the source as it exists today. The tank ha 
been removed and the site has been backfilled with clean soil. 

Block 2 
How reliable is/are the information source/s- AT-?- nigh 

Lti-ndd 
i&d Lo?? icircia onr 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVAL 
Sampling done during the excavation of the tank indicated the site was no 
contaminated above action levels. 

BM=~ 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? No (circle one, 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
Lab results confirm the site is not unacceptably contaminated. Recorded 
d.Corr#>tjOnS . . 
YY.JCI .u from a site v!s?t COn-z.;- ducted February 1991 indicate the site 
appears clean and level, and that the COCA CFA-23 sign is posted. 
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NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION 

The U. S. Department of Energy, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region 
10, and the State of Idaho have compieted a review of the referenced 
information for CFA-23 hazardous site, as it pertains to the INEL 
Federal Facility Agreement of Mav 23. 1991 . Based on this review, the 
Parties have determined that no further action for purposes of investigation 
o?‘ study ;s jgstifierll This decision is subject to review at the time of 
issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Brief Summary of the basis for no further action: 

All three (3) Remedial Project Managers (RPMs) concurred that, based on 
sampling data available, historical information presented, and the extremely 
improbable potential for amounts of hazardous substances to have been released 
which would cause groundwater contamination, no further action should be 
pursued at CFA-23. + 
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